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 A B S T R A C T  
Performance is a variable explaining the effectiveness of internal control systems that 
managed based on management accounting information and functions. There are some 
aspects of behavior that remain unexplained in understanding the effectiveness of the 
performance of organizations and individuals affected by the data and accounting 
functions. In addition, social mechanisms such as culture, honesty, group identifica-
tion and trust play an important role in mitigating agency problems. This study aims 
to investigate what and how the role of trust in organizational performance is. It de-
velops and tests a conceptual relation model between trust and performance through 
organizational commitment and job satisfaction. It also examines contextual factors in 
the form of cognitive orientation of the conceptual model that has been built. The data 
were collected by using questionnaire-based survey method for the employees based on 
the criteria of having direct supervisors and directly responsible for them, and a mini-
mum work period of one year. They were analyzed using SEM PLS. It shows that 
organizational commitment mediates the positive relationship between trust and job 
satisfaction. The positive relationship between trust and performance is mediated by 
organizational commitment and job satisfaction. It also shows that cognitive orienta-
tion influences the relationship between job satisfaction and performance. This study 
contributes to the management accounting literature, that is, a conceptual relationship 
model of trust to performance in the realm of empirical research. 
 
 A B S T R A K  
Kinerja adalah variabel yang menjelaskan efektivitas sistem pengendalian internal 
yang dikelola berdasarkan informasi dan fungsi manajemen akuntansi. Ada aspek 
perilaku yang tetap tidak dapat dijelaskan dalam memahami keefektifan kinerja 
organisasi dan individu yang terkena dampak fungsi data dan akuntansi. Selain itu, 
mekanisme sosial seperti budaya, kejujuran, identifikasi kelompok dan kepercayaan 
memainkan peran penting dalam mengurangi masalah keagenan. Penelitian ini 
bertujuan untuk mengetahui apa dan bagaimana peran kepercayaan terhadap kiner-
ja organisasi. Penelitian ini mengembangkan dan menguji model hubungan konsep-
tual antara kepercayaan dan kinerja melalui komitmen organisasi dan kepuasan 
kerja. Penelitian ini juga meneliti faktor kontekstual dalam bentuk orientasi kognitif 
dari model konseptual yang telah dibangun. Data dikumpulkan dengan metode 
survei berbasis kuesioner untuk  karyawan dengan kriteria memiliki pengawas lang-
sung dan bertanggung jawab langsung atas mereka, dan masa kerja minimal satu 
tahun. Hipotesis dianalisis menggunakan SEM PLS. Hasilnya menunjukkan bahwa 
komitmen organisasi memediasi hubungan positif antara kepercayaan dan kepuasan 
kerja. Hubungan positif antara kepercayaan dan kinerja dimediasi oleh komitmen 
organisasi dan kepuasan kerja. Hal ini juga menunjukkan bahwa orientasi kognitif 
mempengaruhi hubungan antara kepuasan kerja dan kinerja. Studi ini berkontribusi 
terhadap literatur akuntansi manajemen, yaitu model hubungan konseptual keper-
cayaan terhadap kinerja di ranah penelitian empiris. 
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1. INTRODUCTION 
In today's business environment, organizational 
performance is dominantly influenced by various 
factors, regardless of the choice of strategy and the 
level of environmental uncertainty encountered. In 
this case, performance is a variable capable of ex-
plaining the effectiveness of a control system, based 
on management accounting information and func-
tions. Among the influential factors, performance is 
the most frequently variable in management ac-
counting research. However, there are still aspects 
of behavior that are unexplained in understanding 
the effectiveness of the performance of organiza-
tions and individuals affected by data and account-
ing functions. 
Management control system, as a process con-
ducted by managers to ensure the effectiveness and 
efficiency of resource use (Anthony 1965), is an 
important factor that contributes to the success and 
achievement of performance. Some of the literature 
on management control defines control systems 
into formal and informal forms (e.g. Morand 1995, 
Rowe 2004, Sitkin & George 2005). Formal control 
refers to the ability of an organization to create in-
centive mechanisms (e.g. performance evaluation 
systems, compensation, etc.), while informal con-
trol refers to the ability of an organization to influ-
ence/establish a social control mechanism, in 
which both are expected to motivate members' be-
havior in order to achieve the objective alignment 
(Rowe 2004). 
So far, there has been some empirical evidence 
explaining the importance of formal control in or-
ganizations (e.g. Lau & Sholihin 2005, Lau et al. 
2008, Sholihin & Pike 2010). Yet, the role of infor-
mal control systems seems to be in question. The 
development of literature puts attention to trade-
offs between formal control mechanisms inclined to 
incentive orientation and informal control mechan-
isms indicating that social mechanisms such as cul-
ture, honesty, group and trust identification play an 
important role in mitigating agency problems 
(Evans et al. 2001, Towry 2003). Meanwhile, Rowe 
(2004) also finds that trust is an important informal 
control mechanism to reduce free-rider problems in 
cross-functional teams. Specifically, Coletti et al. 
(2005) explains that trust becomes important when 
the members of the organization are in situations 
and conditions of work that require collaboration. 
Although trust, as an informal control mechan-
ism, is important, it is not generally accepted but is 
considered insufficient for superiors to control the 
behavior of their subordinates (Hartman & Slapni-
car 2009). Therefore, bosses within an organization 
tend to keep using formal controls, such as perfor-
mance evaluation systems (Malhotra & Munighan 
2002). Hartman & Slapnicar (2009) conducted a 
study by establishing and testing the model of the 
relationship between formal control and trust to 
investigate whether the formal control system also 
has an effect on trust. The result is that the formal 
performance evaluation system has a positive effect 
on trust through the quality of feedback and proce-
dural fairness. In addition, Sholihin & Pike (2010) 
also developed and tested a model of the relation-
ship between financial and non-financial perfor-
mance measurement and organizational commit-
ment. The result indicates that trust mediates a pos-
itive relationship between non-financial perfor-
mance measurement and organizational commit-
ment. The findings explain that trust as an informal 
control mechanism is also established through a 
formal control system. 
It is clear about the importance of the role of 
trust as the element of informal control that ex-
plains the relationship between the control system 
and the behavior of organizational members. For 
that reason, this study aims to investigate what and 
how the role of trust in increasing the performance 
of the organization. Such is important to investigate 
because the relationship between trust and perfor-
mance is not clearly understood. If formal control 
increases the informal control mechanism (e.g., 
trust), is trust as an informal control mechanism 
important enough to improve organizational per-
formance? Several previous findings, such as Li & 
Tan (2013), provide evidence that trust to superiors 
positively influence the performance of subordi-
nates through psychological perceptions. De Jong & 
Elfring (2010) also conducted a study and found 
that trusts positively affected the team's perfor-
mance. Meanwhile, Sholihin & Pike (2009) found 
that trust was negatively related to performance. In 
general, the findings conclude that trust has an 
effect on performance, but still raises the question 
on how the relationship patterns which are formed 
between trust and performance, and whether dif-
ferences in cognitive orientation affect the relation-
ship pattern. 
This research tries to answer the research ques-
tion by developing and testing a model of relation-
ship between trust and performance. Some earlier 
studies that tested the antecedents of trust (Hart-
man & Slapnicar 2009) and tested trusts as mediat-
ing variable that linked performance measurement 
and organizational behavior define trust as “subor-
dinate‟s trust to superior.” In order to facilitate the 
contradictory findings of previous research, this 
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study attempts to define trust into broader terms 
and concepts. Trust in this study is defined as the 
overall trust formed on individuals within the or-
ganization, that is, interpersonal trusts consisting of 
“subordinate‟s trust to superior” and “ trust be-
tween co-workers” (Cho & Park 2011, Cook & Wall 
1980, Costigan et al. 1998, Errol & Bruce 2005) and 
institutional trust consisting trust between individ-
uals and the organizations or organizational units 
in which they work (Baek & Jung 2015). In other 
words, the trust measured in this study is a latent 
construct formed of three dimensions (“trust be-
tween superiors and subordinates”, “trust between 
co-workers” and “institutional trust”). 
Furthermore, this research tries to explore the 
path that connects trust to performance, that is, 
through organizational commitment perception 
and job satisfaction perception. The reason for the 
researchers to test these two variables as mediating 
relationships between trust and performance is 
because some empirical evidence from previous 
studies indicates the linkages, but the findings are 
also contradictory. Through multivariate testing, 
Lau et al. (2008) found a significant positive rela-
tionship between trust and job satisfaction, but also 
found no significant relationship between trust and 
organizational commitment. While Sholihin & Pike 
(2009) through a similar study but on different ob-
jects found the opposite relationship, i.e. there is a 
significant positive relationship between trust and 
organizational commitment, but found no signifi-
cant relationship between trust and job satisfaction. 
In order to facilitate the second contradictory find-
ings, the researchers also aim to examine whether 
the model or pattern of relationships formed 
among trust, organizational commitment, job satis-
faction and performance is moderated by the indi-
vidual's cognitive orientation within the organiza-
tion. 
 
2. THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK AND HYPO-
THESIS 
Trust, Organizational Commitment, and Perfor-
mance 
Trust has been defined and conceptualized by 
many experts. Hosmer (1995) defines trust as an 
expectation of individual decisions and actions 
based on ethical principles. Meanwhile, many stu-
dies of organizational behavior (Mayer & Schoor-
man 1998, Colquit et al. 2007, McEvily & Tortorielo 
2011) tend to adopt the definition of Rousseau et al. 
(1998), where trust is defined as a psychological 
state in which the individual accepts the risk of loss 
that may be obtained because it has positive expec-
tations on the intentions or behavior of others. 
From the domain of accounting research, re-
searchers tend to use a trust definition as part of the 
interpersonal trust, i.e. subordinate‟s trust to the 
superior. The reason is that the performance evalu-
ation system is the process by which the supe-
rior/boos evaluates the performance of his subor-
dinates based on a set of targets that have been set. 
However, based on the hierarchy level of trust in 
the organization, there are two types of interper-
sonal trust, namely subordinate‟s trust to superiors 
and trust among colleagues (Cho & Park 2011, Cool 
& Wall 1980, Costigan et al. 1998 and Errol & Bruce 
2005). However, interpersonal trust has not ade-
quately explained all the trusts that are formed 
within the organization. Cook & Wall (1980) uses 
the size of trust to management to predict organiza-
tional commitment. Meanwhile, Baek & Jung (2015) 
state that there are two general types of trust rela-
tionships within organizations, namely interper-
sonal trust and institutional trust. Institutional trust 
is trust formed between individuals and organiza-
tions or the organizational units where they work 
(Baek & Jung 2015). In order to facilitate the contra-
dictory findings of the previous findings, this study 
uses these three types of trust as the dimensions 
that form the construct latent of trust generally con-
tained within the organization. 
Sholihin & Pike (2010) conclude that trust cul-
ture between subordinate and superior in police 
organizations is expected to increase organizational 
commitment. While in other studies, Sholihin & 
Pike (2009) also find a significant positive relation-
ship between trust and organizational commitment. 
Rousseau et al. (1998) previously also explains that 
individuals with a high degree of trust toward col-
leagues or organizations will have higher confi-
dence and will form a more positive picture of the 
object that he believed. Therefore, when an indi-
vidual has a high trust to colleagues or organiza-
tion as an object that he believes, the positive image 
formed on the object will create a sense of comfort 
and calm for the individual to be in the situation 
and environment being faced. When comfortable 
feelings and work situations have arisen, it is poss-
ible for the individual to be loyal to the organiza-
tion where he works. 
Loyalty to the organization is a reflection of 
organizational commitment that is formed at the 
level of each individual. Therefore, researchers 
predict that trust is positively related to organiza-
tional commitment. 
H1a: Trust as an informal control mechanism is 
positively related to organizational commitment. 
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There are only few studies, related to account-
ing literature, that examine the relationship between 
organizational commitment and performance, such 
as Nouri & Parker (1998), Chong & Eggleton (2007) 
and Sholihin & Pike (2009). However, they find that 
organizational commitment is associated with per-
formance. Porter et al. (1974) explains that two im-
portant characteristics of organizational commitment 
are strong beliefs and acceptance of organizational 
goals and values as well as a desire to provide hard 
effort for the benefit of the organization. If organiza-
tional commitment creates an individual desire to 
strive to achieve organizational goals, it is most like-
ly that performance improvement is influenced by 
the level of organizational commitment. Through 
this empirical evidence, this study predicts the rela-
tionship between organizational commitment and 
performance. 
H1b: Organizational commitment is positively re-
lated to performance. 
When hypothesis 1a and hypothesis 1b are 
supported (there is positive relationship between 
trust - organizational commitment and organiza-
tional commitment - performance), it shows that 
there is an indirect relationship between trust and 
performance through organizational commitment. 
H1c: Trust as an informal control mechanism has 
an indirect positive relationship with performance 
through organizational commitment. 
 
Trust, Job Satisfaction, and Performance 
The relationship between trust and performance 
which is described through organizational com-
mitment may not reflect the overall mod-
el/relationship pattern. Some empirical studies 
have shown that job satisfaction is also influenced 
by trust. Lau & Sholihin (2005) assert that trust can 
be used to explain why the use of the metrics of 
specific performance measure can improve indi-
vidual job satisfaction. Read (1962) previously ex-
plains that trust affects job satisfaction through 
increasing subordinate confidence in his boss. 
When the individual believes that his or her boss or 
partner will act without harming his interests (in-
terests within certain limits), it will create a harmo-
nious work relationship within the organization. 
A harmonious work environment will increase 
the amount of information exchange among indi-
viduals within the organization, create communica-
tion and collaboration, and help each other in every 
difficulty encountered in every job, which ultimate-
ly leads to satisfaction in work. But on the contrary, 
if in the working environment only creates a low 
trust in the organization, the individuals are reluc-
tant to be open to colleagues, superiors and subor-
dinates (Lau et al. 2008). The result is that the envi-
ronment and harmonious working condition will 
not be created. So, with such condition, it will be 
difficult to get job satisfaction. Based on the de-
scription, this study predicts that trust is positively 
related to job satisfaction. 
H2a: Trust as an informal control mechanism is 
positively related to job satisfaction. 
When trust can increase the exchange of in-
formation, the intensity of communication, and the 
desire to help each other in every difficulty to 
create job satisfaction, the job satisfaction will sti-
mulate the spirit to work that ultimately affect the 
productivity of performance. Therefore, the result-
ing performance will also be influenced by job sa-
tisfaction formed on each individual. The next hy-
pothesis predicts that job satisfaction affects per-
formance. 
H2b: Job satisfaction is positively related to per-
formance. 
When hypothesis 2a and hypothesis 2b are 
supported (positive relationship between trust-job 
satisfaction and job satisfaction-performance), it 
shows that there is an indirect relationship between 
trust and performance through job satisfaction. 
H2c: Trust as an informal control mechanism has 
an indirect positive relationship with performance 
through job satisfaction. 
 
Organizational Commitment and Job Satisfaction 
Some previous studies agree that employees who 
are committed to the organization may already 
have high job satisfaction experience (Sterr 1977, 
Bateman & Strasser 1984, DeCotiss & Summers 
1987, in Lau et al. 2008). Individuals who are highly 
committed to the organization will find that the 
organization's goals are important, so they tend to 
complete their tasks non-coercively (Lau et al. 
2008). In such a condition, job satisfaction will be 
higher because the individual motivation will ap-
pear to complete tasks more quickly and appro-
priately in order to create efficiency achievement of 
organizational goals. Therefore, this study predicts 
that high organizational commitment will be asso-
ciated with high job satisfaction. 
H3: Organizational commitment is positively re-
lated to job satisfaction. 
 
Trust and Cognitive Orientation 
The theory of individualism-collectivism distin-
guishes two main types of behavior or individual 
inclinations (Chow et al. 2001). Individualism is a 
condition in which the individual interests take 
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precedence over group needs, while collectivism is 
a condition in which the individual feels that he or 
she is part of the team (Wagner 1995). When an 
individual has a tendency to cognitive orientation 
of individualism, the trust formed as an informal 
control mechanism within the organization will be 
less useful because of the decreased individual de-
sire to cooperate with each other. Conversely, when 
an individual has a tendency to cognitive orienta-
tion of collectivism, the trust formed as an informal 
control mechanism within the organization will be 
more beneficial because of the increased desire of 
individuals to work together. 
Based on the above descriptions, this study 
suggests that the individual condition with the 
cognitive orientation of individualism will weaken 
the positive relationship among trust, job satisfac-
tion, organizational commitment and performance. 
Conversely, the individual condition with cognitive 
orientation of collectivism will strengthen the posi-
tive relationship among trust, job satisfaction, or-
ganizational commitment and performance. 
H4: A model of the relationship among the va-
riables of trust, job satisfaction, organizational 
commitment and performance will show a stronger 
positive relationship in individuals with cognitive 
orientation of collectivism. 
 
Research Model 
The pattern of relationships among the variables of 
the overall hypotheses predicted in this study is 
illustrated in Figure 1. 
 
3. RESEARCH METHOD 
Research Sample and Design 
The collection of research data for the purpose of 
hypothesis analysis and testing is done using sur-
vey method. Survey method is chosen because this 
method is considered the most appropriate and 
most feasible method to capture the phenomenon 
and analyze the path of relationship among the 
variables that have been built. The survey is con-
ducted using a measurement tool in the form of 
questionnaires. The form of questionnaires that will 
be presented to the respondent is in the form of 
printed and online questionnaires. The selection of 
printed questionnaires is intended to make it easier 
for respondents who do not have online access, 
while the selection of online questionnaires is to 
make it easier for respondents to fill out question-
naires through their gadgets. 
Population of this research is employees who 
work at organizations in DI Yogyakarta. The main 
criteria of employees to be selected by respondents 
in this study are those who have direct supervisors 
and directly responsible to them. The second crite-
rion is the employees who have working period of 
more than one year, because within a minimum of 
one year, it is assumed that the employees have 
had enough experience to assess their employer, 
colleague and work environment. 
 
Variables Measurement 
1. Trust 
Trust in this study is a latent construct formed from 
three dimensions that reflect the phenomenon of 
trust that occurs in the organization, namely subor-
dinates trust to superiors, trust among coworkers, 
and institutional trust (intra-individuals trust to 
organizations or organizational units). Conceptual 
level differences will become an issue and are im-
portant to consider when estimating the influence 
of trust on behavioral measures such as organiza-
tional commitment (Baek & Jung 2015). Based on 
 
Figure 1  
Research Model 
Organizational 
Commitment 
Job Satisfaction 
Performance Trust 
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the hierarchy of the levels of trust in the organiza-
tion, there are two types of trust relationships be-
tween individuals, that is, subordinate trust to su-
periors and trust among coworkers, in which both 
of them are part of the interpersonal trust (Cho & 
Park 2011, Cool & Wall 1980, Costigan et al. 1998 
and Errol & Bruce 2005). 
The subordinate trust to superior which in this 
study is referred to as trust to superiors is measured 
using a questionnaire instrument containing 4 items 
of statement adopted from Posdakoff et al. (1990). 
Respondents will be asked to complete a question-
naire containing statements about: 1) “I feel pretty 
sure that my boss will always try to treat me fairly” 
2) “My boss will never try to make a profit by cheat-
ing employees” 3) I trust and believe in the integrity 
of my boss“ 4)” I will support my boss in almost any 
emergency.” The all responses are measured using 
Likert scale, 1 = strongly disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 = 
neutral, 4 = agree, 5 = strongly agree. 
Trust among coworkers in this study is defined 
as trust between individuals with coworkers who 
are at one functional level or the same division with-
in the organization. This variable is measured using 
an instrument consisting of 4 items of statements 
developed by Cook and Wall (1980). The responses 
measured in this study are statements about: 1) “If I 
get trouble with my job, I know that my colleague 
will try to give help” 2) “Most of my coworkers can 
be trusted. When they say that they will do some-
thing, it will be done” 3) “I feel very confident with 
my coworkers‟ ability” 4) “Most of my coworkers 
will keep doing their work even though no boss who 
oversees.” All responses are measured using Likert 
scale, 1 = strongly disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 = neutral, 
4 = agree, 5 = strongly agree. 
Institutional trust is defined as trust between 
individuals and organizational units or within the 
context of this research is the department within the 
organization. The instrument used is adopted from 
Cook and Wall (1980) containing 4 items of state-
ment measured using Likert scale, 1 = strongly dis-
agree, 2 = disagree, 3 = neutral, 4 = agree, 5 = strong-
ly agree. The items of statement are about: 1) “My 
department is seriously striving to carry out the ad-
vice and opinions I express” 2) “My department can 
be trusted to make the right decisions for the future 
of the company” 3) “My department is seen doing a 
job efficiently “4) “I feel pretty sure that my depart-
ment will always try to treat me fairly.” 
 
2. Job satisfaction 
If several researchers such as Brownel (1982), 
Chenhall & Brownel (1988), Frucot & Shearon 
(1991), Harrison (1992) and Lau et al. (2008) used 
the short version of the Minesota Satisfaction Ques-
tionnaire instrument containing 20 statement items 
developed by Weiss et al. (1967), this study prefers 
to use the questionnaire instrument developed by 
Rusbult and Farrel (1983) which is also used by 
Sholihin and Pike (2009). This instrument is chosen 
because it is considered more understandable and 
the characteristics of the questions are quite con-
crete compared to 20 Minnesota statement items. 
The instrument used by Rusbult and Farrel 
(1983) contains 6 items of questions: 1) “Consider-
ing all things, how satisfied are you with the cur-
rent job?” 1 = very dissatisfied, 5 = very satisfied. 2) 
“In general, how much do you love your job?” 1 = 
really dislike, 5 = really like 3) “Aware of what you 
know now, if you have a chance to go back to the 
past time, what do you do about this work?” 1 = I 
certainly will not take this job, 5 = I will take this 
job without hesitations. 4) “If your good friend says 
that he is interested in the work you are doing, 
what would you say to him”, 1 = strongly not rec-
ommend, 5 = strongly recommend. 5) “How good 
is the present job when compared to the ideal job 
you think”, 1 = very far from ideal, 5 = very close to 
ideal. 6) “How good is your present job when com-
pared to the job you want”, 1 = very unsuitable as 
the job I want, 5 = very suitable as the job I want. 
 
3. Organizational Commitment 
In this study, organizational commitment is meas-
ured using a short version of OCQ (organizational 
commitment questionnaire) of Porter et al. (1974) 
and is also used by Mowday et al. (1979). This in-
strument contains 9 statement points with 7 likert 
scores (1 = strongly disagree, 7 = strongly agree). 
This instrument is chosen because of the reliability 
that has been tested through some previous re-
search in management accounting related to orga-
nizational commitment (Magner et al. 1995, Nouri 
& Parker 1998, Lau et al. 2008, Sholihin & Pike 
2009). Some examples of statement points in this 
questionnaire are: 1) “I will accept almost all types 
of work assigned in order to be able to stay in this 
organization” 2) “I am proud to tell others that I am 
part of this organization” 3) “I do care for the fate 
of this organization “4)” I want to give a tougher 
effort than I should give for the purpose of helping 
the organization achieve its success.” 
 
4. Performance 
The performance variable in this study is measured 
using an instrument containing one question point 
about how much rating you give to your perfor-
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mance in this job, which is measured using Likert 
scale, 1 = very low, 7 = very high. This instrument 
is adapted from Mahoney et al. (1963,1965) and has 
been used by some researchers such as Brownell 
(1982), Brownell & Hirst (1986), Dunk (1989), 
Brownell &Dunk (1991),Otley & Pollanen (2000), 
Chong & Chong(2002), Chong & Eggleton (2007) 
and Sholihin& Pike (2009) 
 
5. Cognitive Orientation 
The cognitive orientation in this study is defined as 
the type of behavior or individual tendency that is 
more likely to be individualist (preferably self-
employed) or collectivist (prefer to cooperate). This 
variable is measured using an instrument adapted 
from Triandis & Gelfand (1998). Respondents will 
be asked to complete a questionnaire containing 
statements such as: 1) “When other people work 
better than me, I feel encouraged.” 2) “I feel com-
fortable when working with others.” 3) “I prefer to 
depend on myself rather than others.” 4) “It is im-
portant for me to finish the job better than others.” 
The questionnaire is measured using Likert scale, 1 
= strongly disagree, 9 = strongly agree. Respon-
dents will be asked to answer questions in the ques-
tionnaire based on their actual experience and ac-
tions on the condition, not on what should be done. 
 
Hypothesis Testing 
Hypothesis testing is done using Structural Equation 
Modeling (SEM) with Partial Least Square (PLS) 
method approach. PLS is used in order to maximize 
the value of variance explained by the predictor va-
riable to the dependent variable through R-Square as 
a goodness-of-fit measure (Chin & Newsted 1999). 
But before that, the researchers assess the quality of 
Table 1 
Demographic Characteristics of Respondents 
Characteristic Frequency Percentage 
Gender Male 60 61.86% 
 Female 37 38.14% 
Total 97 100% 
Age <30 years 27 27.84% 
 31 – 40 years 8 8.24% 
 41 – 50 years 35 36.08% 
 >51 years 27 27.84% 
Total 97 100% 
Education  Junior High School 3 3.09% 
 Senior High School 31 31.96% 
 Diploma 11 11.34% 
 Bachelor 31 31.96% 
 Master 20 20.62% 
 Doctor 1 1.03% 
Total 97 100% 
Length of Work 1 – 5 years 25 25.77% 
 6 – 10 years 6 6.19% 
 11 – 20 years 18 18.56% 
 >20 years 48 49.48% 
Total 97 100% 
 
Table 2 
Descriptive Statistics 
Variable N 
Theoretical Score Actual Score 
Mean SD 
Min Max Min Max 
Trust 97 1 5 2.25 5.00 3.8081 0.53730 
Organizational Commitment 97 1 7 2.22 7.00 5.4423 0.90927 
Job Satisfaction 97 1 5 1.67 5.00 3.8334 0.65090 
Cog. Orien. of Individualism 97 1 9 2.88 9.00 6.8332 1.16247 
Cog. Orien. collectivism 97 1 9 1.63 9.00 6.5437 1.31581 
Performance 97 1 7 1.00 7.00 5.5258 1.20841 
Valid N (Listwise) 97       
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the measurement model using item reliability and 
construct reliability test as well as convergence va-
lidity and discriminant validity test for reflective 
construct (Bagozzi 1994). Hypothesis 1a is tested by 
analyzing the coefficient score of path between the 
variable of trust – job satisfaction. Hypothesis 1b is 
tested by analyzing coefficient score of path between 
the variable of job satisfaction – performance. Hypo-
thesis 1c is tested by analyzing the coefficient score 
of path among the variables of trust - job satisfaction 
- performance. Hypothesis 2a is tested by analyzing 
the coefficient score of path between the variables of 
trust - organizational commitment. Hypothesis 2b is 
tested by analyzing coefficient score of path between 
the variables of organizational commitment-
performance. Hypothesis 2c is tested by analyzing 
coefficient score of path among the variables of trust 
- organizational commitment-performance. Hypo-
thesis 3 is tested by analyzing coefficient score of 
path between the variables of organizational com-
mitment - job satisfaction. Hypothesis 4 is tested by 
analyzing the sub-group. The group of respondents 
with high individualistic levels will be tested sepa-
rately from the group of respondents who have high 
collectivism levels. 
 
4. DATA ANALYSIS AND DISCUSSION 
Respondent 
The respondents in this study are 97 employees 
who work in organizations or institutions in DI 
Yogyakarta. Respondents are selected based on the 
criteria determined that they have direct supervi-
sors and have worked for more than one year. The 
demographic characteristics of the respondents are 
divided into some of the information presented in 
Table 1. 
Based on Table 1, it can be seen that the 97 res-
pondents are divided into several characteristics, 
namely gender, age, education level, and length of 
work. The above information provides a percentage 
difference in demographic characteristics of res-
pondents. Such information helps researchers in the 
after-data conclusion. 
 
Descriptive Statistics Analysis 
Descriptive statistics analysis is performed to de-
Table 3 
Convergent Validity Test 
 Trust Performance 
Organizational 
Commitment 
Job 
Satisfaction 
SE P-Value 
AVETrust = 0.566 
Trust 1 (0.726) -0.350 0.273 0.360 0.082 <0.001 
Trust 2 (0.720) 0.080 0.259 -0.197 0.088 <0.001 
Trust5 (0.745) -0.002 -0.015 -0.153 0.102 <0.001 
Trust6 (0.723) -0.043 -0.260 0.036 0.121 <0.001 
Trust7 (0.753) 0.112 -0.309 -0.148 0.120 <0.001 
Trust 9 (0.732) 0.072 0.092 -0.291 0.108 <0.001 
Trust10 (0.734) 0.295 -0.296 0.122 0.132 <0.001 
Trust12 (0.817) -0.070 0.024 0.072 0.099 <0.001 
AVE of Performance = 1.000 
Performance -0.000 (1.000) 0.000 -0.000 0.102 <0.001 
AVE of Organizational Commitment = 0.700 
Org. Co. 1 0.211 0.312 (0.788) -0.374 0.113 <0.001 
Org. Co. 2 0.004 0.112 (0.781) -0.192 0.115 <0.001 
Org. Co. 3 0.006 0.042 (0.854) 0.034 0.084 <0.001 
Org. Co. 6 0.054 -0.162 (0.865) 0.325 0.084 <0.001 
Org. Co 7 -0.150 -0.061 (0.841) 0.106 0.110 <0.001 
Org. Co 8 0.013 -0.286 (0.786) 0.112 0.074 <0.001 
Org. Co 9 -0.050 0.104 (0.878) -0.158 0.118 <0.001 
AVE of Job Satisfaction = 0.565 
JS 1 0.339 0.418 -0.308 (0.716) 0.121 <0.001 
JS 2 0.084 0.020 0.054 (0.716) 0.167 <0.001 
JS 3 -0.159 -0.065 -0.064 (0.756) 0.106 <0.001 
JS 4 -0.091 0.386 -0.034 (0.740) 0.118 <0.001 
JS 5 -0.123 -0.447 0.154 (0.853) 0.111 <0.001 
JS 6 -0.014 -0.234 0.171 (0.721) 0.159 <0.001 
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scribe data between variables. Descriptive statistics 
help the reader to know in detail about the spread 
of the value of the numbers given by respondents 
in the instrument. The results of descriptive statis-
tics analysis are presented in Table 2. 
Based on Table 2, it can be known the informa-
tion about the number of respondents, minimum 
and maximum values for the theoretical score and 
actual score, mean value, and standard deviation 
value for each variable. Each variable has a differ-
ent scale. The results of the above analysis show the 
distribution of data from theoretical scores and 
actual scores filled by respondents. One of the in-
formation provided is with a sample of 97 people, 
the variable of trust has minimum value of 2.25, 
maximum value of 5.00, mean value of 3.8081, and 
standard deviation value of 0.53730 (the smallest 
standard deviation value of all variables). Thus, the 
information helps researchers see the data distribu-
tion of the respondents' perceptions. 
 
Validity Test 
Validity test is conducted before performing hypo-
thesis test. Validity test is conducted to determine 
the ability of the instrument in measuring the object 
to be measured. The validity of the instrument is 
determined by testing the validity of convergence 
and the validity of discriminant. The validity of 
convergent is determined using some estimation in 
which outer loading should be greater than 0.7 (> 
0.7), communality should be greater than 0.5 (> 
0.5), and Average Variance Extracted (AVE) should 
be greater than 0.5 (> 0.5). The validity of discrimi-
nant is determined using the square root of AVE 
whose value should be higher than the correlation 
between latent variables in the same column. The 
instrument can be said to be valid if the value of 
cross loading is greater than 0.7 (> 0.7). Test results 
of convergence validity and discriminant validity 
can be seen in Table 3 and 4. 
Table 3 shows the information on convergent 
validity. The data show that latent variable has a 
loading value above 0.7 (> 0.7) and AVE value above 
0.5 (> 0.5). This means that the assumption of con-
vergent validity is met. The table also shows the 
result that the convergent validity for reflective con-
Table 4 
Discriminant Validity Test 
Latent Variable Correlations  
 
Trust Performance 
Organizational 
Commitment 
Job Satisfaction  
     
Trust (0.752) 0.289 0.518 0.419 
Performance  0.289 (1.000) 0.606 0.598 
Organizational 
Commitment  
0.518 0.606 (0.836) 0.642 
Job Satisfaction  0.419 0.598 0.642 (0.752) 
P Values for Correlations  
 Trust Performance 
Organizational 
Commitment 
Job Satisfaction  
Trust 1.000 0.004 <0.001 <0.001 
Performance  0.004 1.000 <0.001 <0.001 
Organizational 
Commitment  
<0.001 <0.001 1.000 <0.001 
Job Satisfaction  <0.001 <0.001 <0.001 1.000 
 
Table 5 
Reliability Test 
 Trust Performance 
Organizational 
Commitment 
Job 
Satisfaction 
Chronbach‟s alpha  0.890 1.000 0.928 0.845 
Composite reliability  0.912 1.000 0.942 0.886 
 
Table 6 
Direct Effect Test  
Path Path Coefficient  P Values R-Squared Result 
Trust – Performance  0.32 <0.01 0.10 Positive relationship  
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structs is supported, with significant p value 
(<0.001). Indicators with loading values below 0.7 (< 
0.7) are not included in the analysis to maintain the 
validity of the data. Some indicators that do not meet 
the assumption of convergent validity and are ex-
cluded from hypothesis testing are trust 3, trust 4, 
trust 8, trust 11, Org. Co. 4, and Org. Co. 5. The indi-
cators have a loading value below 0.7 (< 0.7). The 
next step is to test the discriminant validity. Table 4 
describes the result of discriminant validity test. 
Table 4 shows the information on discriminant 
validity. The data show that the research instru-
ment meets the discriminant validity assumption. 
The assumption is met when the loading value to 
another construct (cross loading) is worth less than 
that to the construct. Discriminant validity for the 
trust construct has been fulfilled because the AVE 
root value is 0.752 which is greater than 0.289; 
0.518; and 0.419, and so have organizational com-
mitment, job satisfaction, and performance. 
 
Reliability Test 
Reliability test was done to see the accuracy and 
reliability of the measuring tool to determine the 
consistency of the results of the measurement (Har-
tono, 2008). The instrument of reliability is deter-
mined using Cronbach's alpha and composite relia-
bility values. The Cronbach's alpha value should be 
greater than 0.7 (> 0.7) and the composite reliability 
value should also be greater than 0.7 (> 0.7) so that 
the indicator can be said to be reliable. The results 
of the research of reliability instrument test can be 
seen in Table 5. 
Table 5 provides information on reliability test 
results. The data show that the research instrument 
meets the assumption of reliability because Cron-
bach's alpha and composite reliability values are 
greater than 0.7 (> 0.7). This indicates that the re-
search instrument has accuracy and reliability to 
measure each variable. 
 
Structural Model 
Structural model test is performed to test the hypo-
thesis. The structural model in SEM-PLS is ana-
lyzed using the value of R2 for the dependent con-
struct and looks at the value of path coefficient or 
p-value to see the significance in hypothesis testing. 
The value of R2 gives information about the level of 
 
 
Figure 2 
Mediation Effect of Research Model 
 
Table 7 
The Test Results of the Relationship among Trust, Organizational Commitment, Job Satisfaction, and 
Performance 
Path Path Coefficient P Values R-Squared Result 
Trust – OC 0.53 <0.01 0.28 Supported Significantly 
OC – Performance  0.33 <0.01 0.49 Supported Significantly 
T – JS 0.12 0.10 0.43 Not supported 
JS – Performance  0.43 <0.01 0.49 Supported Significantly 
OC – JS 0.58 <0.01 0.43 Supported Significantly 
 
OC 
(R)7i 
Trust 
(R)8i 
JS 
(R)6i 
PFM 
(R)1i 
Note: 
OC = Organizational Commitment 
JO = Job Satisfaction 
PFM = Performance 
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variation of the change of the independent variable 
to the dependent variable. The higher the R2 value, 
the better the prediction of the proposed research 
model. 
 
Direct Effect Test 
The first thing to do to test the relationship between 
variables is to test the direct relationship between 
independent variable and dependent variable. Ta-
ble 6 shows the results of the direct relationship 
between variable of trust and variable of perfor-
mance. 
Table 6 shows the information that there is a 
positive relationship between the independent va-
riable of trust and the dependent variable of per-
formance. The test result shows that the path coef-
ficient value is 0.35 and significant with p-value 
<0.01 with R2 value of 0.12. This means that there is 
a positive relationship between trust and perfor-
mance. The higher the trust, the higher the perfor-
mance of individuals within the organization. 
 
Mediation Effect Test 
After performing the direct test, the next is to test 
the mediation relationship. Hypothesis testing pro-
cedure is done by estimating the indirect effect si-
multaneously among independent variables, medi-
ation variables, and dependent variable. Figure 2 
shows the test results simultaneously. 
Figure 2 shows the results of simultaneous 
testing between independent variables, mediation 
variables, and dependent variable. Based on the 
picture above it can be drawn hypothesis conclu-
sion. The relationship between variables can be 
seen in Table 7. 
Table 7 shows the results of hypothesis test of 
the variables of trust, organizational commitment, 
job satisfaction, and performance. The first result 
indicates that trust and organizational commitment 
have a significant positive relationship, with a coef-
ficient value of 0.53 (<0.01) and R2 value of 0.28. 
The result indicates that H1a, which states that 
trust as an informal control mechanism has positive 
relationship with organizational commitment, is 
supported significantly. The second result shows 
that organizational commitment and performance 
have a significant positive relationship, with a coef-
ficient value of 0.33 (<0.01) and R2 value of 0.49. 
This result indicates that H1b, which states that 
organizational commitment has positive relation-
ship with performance, is supported significantly. 
The third result shows that trust and job satisfac-
tion have no significant positive relationship, with 
a coefficient value of 0.12 (0.10) and R2 value of 
0.43. The result cannot support Hypothesis 2a, but 
shows that the positive relationship between trust 
and job satisfaction is fully mediated by organiza-
tional commitment. This is evidenced by additional 
testing of the direct relationship between trust vari-
able and job satisfaction variable. And the result 
Table 8 
Indirect Effect Test 
Path Path Coefficient Total effect Type of Mediation Result 
Trust–OC–Performance 0.53*** 0.33*** 0.495 Full Mediation Supported Significantly  
***p<0.01 
 
 
Figure 3  
Individualism Group Test Result 
OC 
(R)7i 
JS 
(R)6i 
Trust 
(R)8i 
PFM 
(R)1i 
Note: 
OC = Organizational Commitment 
JO = Job Satisfaction 
PFM = Performance 
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shows a coefficient value of 0.43 (<0.01) and R2 
value of 0.19. When organizational commitment is 
incorporated into the model, the relationship be-
tween trust and job satisfaction becomes insignifi-
cant. This means that there is full mediation. The 
fourth result shows that job satisfaction and per-
formance have a significant positive relationship, 
with a coefficient value of 0.43 (<0.01) and R2 value 
of 0.49. This result indicates that H2b, which states 
that job satisfaction has positive relationship with 
performance, is supported significantly. The fifth 
result shows that organizational commitment and 
job satisfaction have a significant positive relation-
ship, with a coefficient value of 0.58 (<0.01) and R2 
value of 0.43. This result indicates that H3, which 
states that organizational commitment has positive 
relationship with job satisfaction, is supported sig-
nificantly. The R2 value of each relationship shows 
the amount of variation change of variable X to 
variable Y. 
Figure 3 also shows the mediation relationship 
between variables. There are two mediation va-
riables: organizational commitment and job satis-
faction. The results of the mediation test can be 
seen in the following Table 8. 
Table 8 shows the mediation relationship 
among trust, organizational commitment, and per-
formance. The data show that the path coefficient 
of trust to organizational commitment has a value 
of 0.53 and significant to (p <0.01), the path coeffi-
cient of organizational commitment to performance 
has a value of 0.33 and significant to (p <0.01). The 
data also show that the path coefficient value of 
trust to the performance variable decreases to -0.01 
and not significant to (p = 0.48) when organization-
al commitment variable is incorporated into the 
model. This result supports hypothesis 1c which 
states that trust as an informal control mechanism 
has an indirect positive relationship with perfor-
mance through organizational commitment, and 
the type of mediation is full mediation. 
Hypothesis 2c, which states that trust as an in-
formal control mechanism has an indirect positive 
relationship with performance through job satisfac-
tion, is not supported significantly. This is because 
there is no significant positive relationship between 
 
 
 
Figure 4  
Collectivism Group Test Result 
 
Table 9 
Results of Comparison of Cognitive Orientation 
Path 
Individualism Collectivism 
Path Coef. P Value R2 Path Coef. P Value R2 
Trust – OC 0.55 <0.01 0.31 0.56 <0.01 0.32 
OC – PFM  0.42 0.03 0.47 0.20 0.12 0.53 
Trust– JS 0.09 0.34 0.33 0.28 0.18 0.59 
JS – PFM  0.32 0.16 0.47 0.56 <0.01 0.53 
OC – JS 0.52 <0.01 0.33 0.59 <0.01 0.59 
 
Note: 
OC = Organizational Commitment 
JO = Job Satisfaction 
PFM = Performance 
OC 
(R)7i 
JS 
(R)6i 
Trust 
(R)8i 
PFM 
(R)1i 
The Indonesian Accounting Review Vol. 7, No. 1, January – June 2017, pages 45 – 60 
57 
trust and job satisfaction (β = 0.12; p = 0.10). That 
means that job satisfaction does not mediate the 
relationship between trust and performance. How-
ever, the significant indirect relationship between 
trust and performance can occur through organiza-
tional commitment and job satisfaction. Given that 
the relationship between trust and job satisfaction 
is mediated by organizational commitment. See 
Figure 3. 
 
Moderation Effect Test 
The moderation test is performed using sub-group 
analysis. The sub-group analysis is performed by 
comparing the results of SEM-PLS analysis of two 
groups of individuals who have cognitive orienta-
tion of individualism and collectivism. The first 
step is to divide the respondents into two groups of 
cognitive orientation. The division of the group is 
based on the greatest score on each indicator that 
measures the cognitive orientation of individualism 
and collectivism. A higher score on one of these 
orientations becomes the basis for the grouping of 
respondents. Based on the analysis, the respon-
dents who have cognitive orientation of individual-
ism are 43 people and the respondents who have 
cognitive orientation collectivism are 54 people. 
Furthermore, the data of each group is tested using 
SEM-PLS. The results of the moderation test can be 
seen in the comparison of the two figures, Figure 3 
and Figure 4. 
Based on Figures 3 and 4, it can be seen that 
there are differences in coefficient and R-square 
values of each relationship. Individuals with cogni-
tive orientation of collectivism exhibit higher coef-
ficient and R-square values than individuals with 
cognitive orientation of individualism. The compar-
ison of the two groups can be seen in Table 9. 
Table 9 shows the value of path coefficients for 
each relationship between individualism group and 
collectivism group. Based on these data, it can be 
seen that the coefficient value of the whole collec-
tivism sample group is larger than that of the whole 
individualism sample group, except for the path of 
organizational commitment - performance. The 
entire R-Square value for the collectivism sample 
group is also greater than that of the individualism 
sample group. Different level of significance are 
shown only on the Job Satisfaction - Performance 
path, in which collectivism sample group shows β 
= 0.56; p <0.01, whereas the individualism sample 
group shows β = 0.32 p = 0.16. This means that in-
dividuals in the collectivism sample group show a 
significantly stronger positive relationship on the 
Performance-Performance path, but the results 
have not been able to give full support to hypothe-
sis 4. 
 
5. CONCLUSION, IMPLICATION, SUGGES-
TION, AND LIMITATIONS 
This study examines the relationship among trust, 
organizational commitment, job satisfaction, and 
individual performance. In order to facilitate con-
tradictory findings of previous research, this re-
search attempts to define trust into broader term 
and concept. The trust measured in this study is a 
latent construct formed from three dimensions 
("trust between superiors and subordinates", "trust 
among co-workers" and "institutional trust"). The 
result shows that trust has a positive relationship 
with performance. This means that the better the 
level of individual confidence in the work envi-
ronment, the better the performance they provide. 
Rousseau et al. (1998) explains that individuals 
with a high level of trust to coworkers or organiza-
tions will have higher confidence and will form a 
more positive picture of the object that they believe. 
The more positive the individual's belief in his or-
ganization, the more comfortable the individual 
performs his task, thus affecting his better perfor-
mance. 
In more detail, this study provides evidence 
that trust is positively related to organizational 
commitment. This result is in line with the results 
of the research conducted by Sholihin & Pike 
(2009), Sholihin & Pike (2010), and Rousseau et al. 
(1998) that trust between subordinates and supe-
riors within the police organization can increase 
organizational commitment. Rousseau et al (1998) 
defines trust as a psychological state in which the 
individual accepts the risk of loss that may be ob-
tained because he has positive expectations on the 
intentions or behavior of others. Positive expecta-
tions encourage the emergence of individual posi-
tive behaviors so that individual commitment will 
increase. 
In addition, there are interesting finding that 
trust is positively related to job satisfaction through 
organizational commitment. This finding indicates 
that trust is not the only factor that leads to job sa-
tisfaction. However, the relationship between trust 
and job satisfaction is fully mediated by organiza-
tional commitment. Lau et al: (2008) states that in-
dividuals who are highly committed to the organi-
zation will regard the organization's goals as an 
important factor. Therefore, they will complete the 
task/work without coercion. In such a condition, 
the individual‟s job satisfaction will increase be-
cause of the emergence of motivation to complete 
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tasks and obligations quickly and accurately. This 
result supports previous research conducted by 
Sterr (1977), Bateman & Strasser (1984), and DeCo-
tiss & Summers (1987) that commitment to the or-
ganization causes individuals to have high job sa-
tisfaction experience. 
This study also shows a significant relationship 
between organizational commitment and perfor-
mance as well as job satisfaction and performance. 
Organizational commitment variable has a positive 
relationship with performance. These results sup-
port previous studies conducted by Nouri & Parker 
(1998), Chong & Eggleton (2007), and Sholihin & 
Pike (2009). There are two important characteristics 
of organizational commitment: 1) strong trust, ac-
ceptance of purpose, and organizational value; 2) a 
desire to give hard effort for the benefit of the or-
ganization (Porter et al., 1974). Organizational 
commitment creates an individual desire to strive 
to achieve organizational goals, thereby impacting 
on performance improvement. In addition, the re-
sults of this study also indicate that job satisfaction 
has a significant positive relationship with perfor-
mance. Job satisfaction can stimulate individual 
work morale. Individuals who are satisfied with 
their work environment will have positive emo-
tions. It is this positive emotion that encourages 
individuals to feel enthusiasm in performing their 
duties which ultimately affecting the productivity 
of their performance. This result indicates that the 
positive relationship between trust and perfor-
mance must go through the path of organizational 
commitment and job satisfaction first. 
The result of mediation testing successfully 
proves that the positive relationship between trust 
and performance is fully mediated by organiza-
tional commitment and job satisfaction. Porter et al 
(1974) explains that strong beliefs will encourage 
individuals to have a high commitment to the or-
ganization. This happens because of the height of 
individual confidence in organizational behavior. 
Porter also explained that the acceptance of goals, 
organizational values, and the desire to provide 
hard effort for the benefit of the organization will 
have an impact on better performance. Therefore, 
trust creates organizational commitment and orga-
nizational commitment creates an individual's de-
sire to strive to achieve organizational goals, there-
by leading to high individual organizational per-
formance. In addition to through organizational 
commitment, the positive relationship between 
trust and performance must also be through job 
satisfaction in advance. When the trust is able to 
increase the commitment of the organization, there 
will be an exchange of information and the intensi-
ty of good communication in each job, so as to 
create job satisfaction. Increased job satisfaction 
will ultimately stimulate the spirit of work that 
leads to increased productivity performance. There-
fore, the resulting performance will also be influ-
enced by job satisfaction formed on each individual 
The result of moderation testing show that a 
stronger positive relationship model in individuals 
with cognitive orientation of collectivism only oc-
curs in the path of job satisfaction - performance. 
This means that the difference in cognitive orienta-
tion only causes differences in individual behavior 
changes caused by job satisfaction. Individuals with 
cognitive orientation of collectivism will react more 
positively to work when gaining satisfaction in 
work. This finding indicates that cognitive orienta-
tion is not the only variable that leads to differences 
in trust and performance relationship models in 
previous studies. However, the results of this study 
are able to show that cognitive orientation is an 
influential factor and paves the way for further 
research to explore other variables that explain the 
relationship model. 
This research contributes practically, theoreti-
cally, and methodologically. Practically, the results 
of this study provide important information that 
the most important thing to do to improve individ-
ual performance is to create individual confidence 
in the organization. This can be a reference for 
leaders in the organization to behave appropriately 
so that all members of the organization have a high 
trust. Theoretically, the results of this study contri-
bute to the management accounting literature in the 
form of a conceptual relationship model of trust as 
a mechanism of informal control systems to per-
formance that is influenced by accounting functions 
and information. There is new evidence that differ-
ences in cognitive orientation affect the pattern of 
relationships between job satisfaction and individ-
ual performance, and the relationship between 
trust and performance must go through the path of 
organizational commitment and job satisfaction 
first. Methodologically, the results of this research 
show that testing the whole dimension of trust into 
a construct is worth doing when many previous 
studies only tested the trust dimensions between 
superiors and subordinates. 
This study is one of the studies, examining 
trust in a broader construct. Yet, this study still has 
some limitations. The main limitation is that the 
researchers could not prevent the possibility that 
some employees refer to the same boss for the re-
sponse in the survey. Although biases are possible, 
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the researchers believe that the results of this study 
cannot be explained. 
Further research is expected to reexamine this 
model to objects and samples with different charac-
teristics. After this research is able to show cogni-
tive orientation as one variable that influences one 
of the paths, further research is expected to be able 
to explore other variables that potentially influence 
the relationship model of trust and performance. 
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